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PREFACE

This report presents the results of a survey of the editors of

eighty-five professional journalsi in scientific and engineering fields.

It includes information about th,: journals themselves and the editorial

procedures and practices concernad as well as the editors' observations

about working with authors and their §uggestions to them for successful

journal publication.

My sincere thanks are due the busy respondents for taking the time

to complete the questionnaire and for the many comments that they added.

The information and advice that they provided should be most helpful

both to potential contributors and to others concerned with the pub-

lication of professicnal journals.

Richard M. Davis
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Abstract

A questionnaire was sent to the editors of 132 prof essional

journals in engineering and allied scientific and technical fields to

determine policies and procedures involved in acceptance or rejectionI of material received and in publication in the journal. Comments or

suggestions that might be helpful to potential contributors were so-

licited. Three of the questionnaires were returneO an undeliverable,I and 87 replies were received (67 percent return).
The majority (58) of the journals have circulations between 3000I and 15,000 and their primary focus is on basic and applied research,

theoretical develop ment, applications, and new developments In the
field, with relatively little emphasis on society activities, new pro-I ducts, and otuer peripheral matters. They are supported primarily by

subscriptions and page charges. The majority of the edi.tors are part

time editors of whom half rtceive some payment for their effort.

All but four of the editors use referees regularly, but only 17

indicated that they always accept the ref erees' judgements. All jour-

nals supply instructions for authors, and about two thirds specify a

style guide, the overwhelming majority being guides produced by the

sponsoring society. All but two of the editors accipt unsolicited

material from authors who are not members of the sponsoring society,

and most of them sometimes solicit materials from members or others.

The moist common reasons given for rejection of material received were

the subject (not suitable for the journal), the coverage (questionable

significance, too shallow, or questionable validity), and the preseni-

tation (bad organization or ineffective expression).

IV-



The moat puzzling or irritating factors in working with authors

relate to suggested changes and to expression. The most common mistakes

made by authors are concerned with the organization and presentation of

the material and failure to follow the instructions provided for prepara-

tion of the man'iscript. The most common advice that the editors would

give to authors is to follow the guidelines provided for preparation of

the manuscript, to write clearly and concisely, and to present only the

material that will be of interest to the reader in a logical sequence

with proper citation of related work.

(v
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PUBLICATION IN PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS
IN SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING: A SURVEY
OP EDITORIAL PROCEDURES AND OPINION

I Introduction

-With the rapidly increasing pace of advancement in scientific and

technical fields, it has become more and more critical that professionals

in those fields maintain currency. They must keep abreast of significant

advances as they occur, inform others of their own contributions to the

field concerned, and exchange ideas and experience with their colleagues.

The professional societies, of course, are the primary forum through

which this is done, and their meetings, symposia, and publications are

the principal media.

Traditionally, the professional journals have been the primary

vehicle for dissemination of information of broad and lasting interest

to professionals in a field. With the ever-increasing specialization

in the major scientific and technological fields, the rapid develop-

ment within them, and the increased numbers of people involved., the

number of professional 4ournals continues to grow - as do the numbers of

their readers and contributors.

The survey reported here was undertaken to develop information about

publication in a limited number of journals in high technological areas

published by professional societies. The editors themselves are the

primary authorities on these matters. They know wihat they do, and how

and why they do it - the constraints on them, the problems that they

encounter, and the basis for decisions that they make. So it seemed 1



"-\reasonable to solicit their comments on the process of publication within

the journals they edit and any advice that they might have for potential

contributors. These should be of particular interest to ail who might

wish to contribute to these or similar journals.

Secti.n I1 describes the survey itself, Section III presents the

-I

i - complete results, and Section IV summarizes the results.

2
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1I Procedure

The data and comments reported were gathered through a mail survey

of the editors of professional journals in several areas of engineering

and in allied scientific and technical fields. The questionnaire used

and the means by which the editors to be surveyed were selected were

simple and direct.

Questionnaire

The three-page questionnaire was kept simple in the hope of

generating a strong return. The names of the journal, the editor, and

the publisher (society) were typed at the top of the first page. The

twenty-two questions used were short, and all but the last three required

only an X placed in the proper box or a number written in the appropriate

space. The focus of the questions was as follows:

Questions

1-3 Journals - circulation, content, support

4-5 Editors - compensation, assistance

6-7 Referees - use, availability, response time

8-9 Guidance for Authors - tnstructions, style guides

10-14 Material Received - quantity received, quantity
published, backlog

15-19 Processing the Material - acknowledgment, time to
acceptance/rejection, time to publication, reasons
for delays and rejections

20-22 Editor's Comment - on working with authors, common
mistakes made by authors, general advice to authors

The questionnaire is included as pages 6-8 of this report.

3



Letter of Transmittal

Each questionnaire was accompanied by a form letter of transmittal.

Names of the recipients were individually typed on the letters, and each

was individually signed.

This short letter indicated that there was probably a good bit of

uisinformetion about the policies and procedures involved in the editing

and publication of professional journals, that the editors themselves are

in the best position to comment upou them, and that I hoped that the

results of the survey would be helpful to potential authors, and ultimately

to the editors themselves. The letter is included on page 9.

Population Polled

The intention was t* draw upon the knowledge and experience of the

editors of reputable professional journals in science and engineering,

the kind of journals that the faculty and graduate students in our School

of dngineering would commonly refer to. These would be journals in which

publication would generally be considered to be a contribution to the

field concerned, thus meriting the attention of collegues. The journals

whose editors would be surveyed were selected from those in the Library

of our School of Engineering. A good many possible restrictions might

have been used in determining those to be included; the four limitations

impoeed were the following:

I. Only journals whose current issues were kept in the

main reading room were considered. These were the

journals most often reviewed by the faculty and stu-

dents (and that is why they were kept in the main

reading room).

4



2. C.ly journals published by a professional engineering

society or by a scientific or technical aociety in an

allied area were selected. No compauy or commercial

journals were included.

3. Only journals published in the United States were

surveyed. This limitation was intended to reduce

response time.

4. Only journals clearly focused on the matter of the

professional field itself were surveyed. Any primarily

concerned with society news or other such matters were

not included.

At the time the survey was made, the School of Engiueering Library

maintained subscriptions to approximately 1250 journals. On the basis

of the four limitations, the editors of 132 journals were selected for

inclusion In the survey.

5
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EDITORIAL COMIENT

Journal

Edi tor

Publisher

I. Approximate circulation

up to 1000- 3000- 7000- 15000- 25000- over
999 2999 6999 14999 24999 49999 50,000

0. 0 0 0 0 0 ol
2. Over all, In what category or categories would you place the primary

content of the journal?

[3 Theoretical development r New products

[3 Basic research [ General developments in the field
/ QApplied research [3 Society activities

O A p p l i c a t i o n s O t h e r _ _ ( p l e a s e _sp e c i f y )
(please specify)

3. What provides the principal support of the journal?

Q Advertising revenue 3 Society treasury

[o Subscription fees [3 Outside grant
Q Page charges

- amount per page $

-*Some 2ournals accommodate some articles on which page charges
cannot be met. On what perce,.tage of articles published-are
page charges required?

4. Editorial staff

Q3 Full-time paid editor
[ Part-time editor Paid? [3 Yes [ No

5. Are there assistants or others on the editorial staff?
Q3 No [ Yes Number _

6. Do you use outside referees (reviewers, readers) to screen material received

and suggest any necessary revision?

0 Yes Usual number of referees per article

Q Sometimes Approximate percentage of time .... ____

QNo6

6



7. If you use referees--

Do you always accept their judgment?

O Yes Q3 No

Are suitable referees readily available in your field?

O Ye3 Q No

Is their response time a problem?

Q Often Q Sometimes Q Seldom or never

Usual response time (weeks)

8. What guidance is provided potential contributors?

Q3 Instructions printed in journal

Q Instructions available ,'rom journal or society

9. Do you specify a particular style guide?

What guide? . . . ... .

Ha'erlal Received

10. Do you normally accept unsolicited articles from authors who are not
members of the sponsoring society?

O Yes Q No

I1. Do you solicit particular articles (from members or others)?

Q Often Q Occasionally 0 Never

12. About how many articles are submitted per year? ... .

13. About how many articles do you publish per year? ........

14. What is the usual backlog of accepted articles (with necessary revisions)
awaiting pub Ication? (number)

Processing Material

15. 0o you acknowledge manuscripts as they are received? [3 Yes [: No

16. What Is the approximate time between receipt of a manuscript and your
acceptance or rejection? months

17. What Is the approximate time between first receipt of a manuscript and
publication? months

18. What most often delays publication of a good article?

7
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19. What are the most common reasons for rejecting articles submitted?

Subject

Q not suitable for journal Q not timely

Cove rage

O3 too shallow [3 questionable validity

Q too exhaustive Q questionable significance

Length

Q too Iorng Q3 too short

Presentation

[3 bad organization Q ineffective expression

Q failure to follow style Q3 Ineffective or unusable

guide Illustrations

Other? _______________________________

20. What is the most puzzling (or Irritating) factor In working with authors?

21. What is the most common mistake made by contributors?

22. What general advice would you offer to contributors?

Yes 04

0 0 Please send me a summary of the results when they
are available.

Q Q You may use my naume and quote my commnents In
publishing the results of the survey.

3. 8 Signature

a7



ODEARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

AIR FOIRCE INSTITUT" OF TItCHNOLOGY 4ATCI

WRIGHT.PAMTKRSON AIR FORCEt BASIC. OHIO 45433

In the professional societies, everyone seems to be an expert

on the way to produce articles that will bs published in professional
journals. And, we hear a good bit of comment and sometimes some
criticism about the process of publication. Some individual bits of
criticism are probably justified, but I suspect that much of it is
not. Much is probably based on ignorance of the processes involved
and the situations in which the editors work.

It seems to me that the editors themselves are in the best
position to comment on the development and publication of articles
in professional journals, and I am conducting this survey to draw
upon their e"lparlence and ideas. I hope that the rsults will be
helpful to potential authors--and, perhaps, ultimately of some benefit
to editors.

I would very much like to receive your opinions and suggestions
and will certainly appreciate any time that you may take to conplet•.
the enclosed form and return It to me.

Sincerely,

RICHARD i. DAVIS
School of Engineering

9
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III Results

Of the 132 questionnaires mailed, three were returned as un-

deliverable. Of the remaining 129 potential replies, 87 were received.

As the majority of the editors surveyed were busy people (editing the

journal was only a part time activity) with little to gain from coa-

pleting the survey questionnaire, the 67 percent return appears strong.

Eighty five of the questionnaires returned were useable and only

two were not. The responses received to each of the survey questions

a&e presented in sequence on the following pages. In some instances

an editor did not answer a particular question, and in some an editor

selected more than one of th.4 possible responses, so tho total number of

responses indicated is not always 85. But all responses received are

included in the totals.

Journals

1. Approximate Circulation (Seven categories were
provided with boxes to be checked).

j Up to 999 - 1

1000 - 2999 - 15

3000 - 6999 - 36

7000 - 14999 - 22

15000 - 24999 - 3

25000 - 49999 - 3

Over 50,000 - 5

85

10
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There should be no surprises here. The majority of the journals

(58) have circulations between 300 and 15,000, with the largest group

(36) falling in the range from 3000 to 6999. This is what might be

expected in professional Journals in highly specialized technological

areas within the major disciplines. Those with Lhe highest circulation

(50,000 and over) were generally journals intended to appeal to a

broader portion of the members within a professional field. These

included Metal ProRress, Automotive Engineering, Proceedings of the

American Society for Civil Engineers, gST, and American Scientist.

Within these ranges of circulation, the journals may be grouped as

follows according to the'r period of issue.

Up to 1000- 3000- 7000- 15000- 25000- Over

999 2999 6999 14999 24999 49999 50000 Total

Weekly 1 1

Biweekly 1 2 3

Monthly 5 9 11 1 3 4 33

Bimonthly 1 15 4 1 21

Quarterly 1 9 11 4 2 27

1 15 36 22 3 3 5 85

The journals with the smallest circulation are generally published

quarterly (10 of the 16 journals with circulation of 2999 or less) while

those with the highest circulation are generally published monthly (7 of

the 8 with circulation of 25,000 or greater). Between these extremes

there is no clear pattern in the period of issue, and this is the range

of circulation within which most of the journals fall.

11
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"2. Overall, in what categories would you place the
primary content of the journal? (Seven categcries
"were listed, and space was provided for listing
any other main category that might be appropriate
for the journal concerned.)

Responses CteIo

34 Theoretical Development

45 Basic Research

46 Applied Research

33 Applications

3 3ew Products

23 New Developments in the Yield

-8 Society Activities

•8 Other (Items listed included

review of published data,
202 National news, education,

experience, reviews of research
findings, clInical applications,
applied mathematics, and process
"and extractive metallurgy)

Most editors indicated two or three primary areas of interest, but

most probably carry some society news, meeting notices, general develop-

ment in the field, and other such materials beyond the primary content.

There should be nothing surprising In the focus indicated by the

editors. Primary interest is in theoretical development, basic and

applied research, and application - as would be expected In a profes-

sional journal. There Is little primary emphasis on new products or

"society news. Many societies carry a variety of such items in public&-

tions other than their professlonal journals.

12
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3. '*hat provides the principal support for the journal?
(Five sources were listed, and mpace was provided to *

list the amount of page charges and the percentage of
articles on which they are required.)

Resvonses Source

13 Advertising Revenue

62 Subscription Fees

37 Page Charges

19 Society Treasury

0 Outside Grant

131

Relatively f ew of the editors (13) listed advertising revenues as

a primary source of support. This is what would be expected in pro-

fessional journals. Of the thirteen, only tvo did not list one of the

other major sources of support.

The majority of the journals (62) draw primary support from sub-

scription fees. Nineteen draw support from the society treasury. There

was some ambiguity in the question as the subscription fee for the

journal is often included (with or without identification) in the annual

dues for the society. Several of the editor. ncted this point. Only

ton of the editors did not list either subscription fete or the society

treasury as a principal source of support. Of these, two listed adver-

tising revenue as a primary source and eight listed page charges.

Somewhat leas than half (37) listed page charges. The lowest charge

listed was $10, and the highest $100, with the majority (23) falling

between $60 and $80. Twelve of these were $70. Only 20 of the editors

13



indicated that page charges are required on a specific percentage of the

articles published (the percentages ranged from 20% to 100%) and almost

all added notes indicating that the page charges are not a firm require-

ment but that most authors pay them. Several indicated that publication

is faster when these charges are paid.

None of the editors indicated that their journals received primary

support fram an outside grant. This was something of a surprise. It

seemed that some of the newer ones in highly technological areas might

be partially supported by government or foundation grants, but this was

not the case.

Editorial Staff

4. Editorial staff (Boxes were provided to indicate
whether the editor was full or part time and
whether or not the editor was paid.)

Responses Catepory

15 Paid full-time editor

69 Part-time editor
34 Paid
35 Not paid

1 No reply( 85
About a dozen of the part-time editors included
comment, often sardonic, about the amount of
their compensation.

Of the editors responding, 18% were paid full-time editors -this

includes all but one of the editors of journals with a circulation of

25,000 copies or more. The majority (82%) were part-time editors, about

14



half of whoa were paid and half of whom were not. So most of the editors

were performing a service f or the society and -the profession f or little or

no monetary compensation. Their task is one that may Involve a good bit of

work and considerable frustration.

5. Ara there others on the staff? (Boxes were provided
to be checked and a space to indicate the numb.: of
assistants.)

Responses Reply

12 No

71 Yes

2 No Reply

85

The question was intended to determine whether the editor had direct

support in the evaluation and processing of materials received. Most

editors indicated that they had one or two assistants and some clerical

support. A few evidently did not understand the point of the question and

included support from such sources as a national advisory board.

Referees

6. Do you use referees (reviewers, readers) to screen
material received and suggest any necessary revision?

77 Yes

4 Sometimes

4 No

15
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Usual number of referees per article?

1-5

1-2 - 6

2 - 44

2-3 - 4

3 - 20

3-4 1

81

Most of the editors use referees all of the time, only a fewv use

them only some of the time or not at all. This is what woul.d be ex-

pected in professional journal*. Most use two or three referees per

1ý7 article, and only tvo use more than three. The coaar is 2.2 referees per

article f or the 81 editors using them.

7. For those whbo do use ref erees
Do you always accept their judgment?

28 Yes-- 5i No
3 go response

Eleven of the editors who indicated yes on this question added a

qualification (such as usually, almost always, except rarely, or most

of the time). Most, then, do not blindly accept the reviewer's judgment,

and many added notes indicating that editorial judgment was used.



Are suitable referees readily available In your field?

78 Yes

1 No

2 No respot..

81

Is their response time a problem?

24 Often

50 Sometimes

5 Ntver

2 No resoase

81

Usual response time (in weeks)

0 2

20 2-3.9

24 4-5.9

9 6-7.9

6 8-9.9

13 10

ota 9 No response
S~81

Most editors do not always accept their reviewers' judgments, and"

many of those who indicated that they do added disclaimers to the effect :

that editorial judgment contrary to the referees' recoumendations was some-

times used. Only I of 79 editors responding indicated that suitable referees

were not readiiy available in his field. But only five of the editors

1± 17
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indicated that referee response time is never a problem. The mean response

ti~me-indicated for referees was 6.4 weeks with a minimum of 2 weeks and a

maximum of 15 vaeka.'

Guidance for Authors

8. What guidance is provided for potential contributors?

70 Instructions printed in the journal

43 Instructions available from the journal
or society

113

All journals provided guidance for potential contributors, many pro-

viding both instructions in the journal and separate instruction materials

from the journal or society upon request.

9. Do you specify a particular style guidet

54 Specified one or more

31 Indicated "none" or left the space blank

Of the 54 editors specifying a style guide, 50 specified the society's

own guide. The Chicaao Maua of Style was mentioned by two, the CPOStl

Maua by two, and four other manuals by single editors. Generally, the

larger societies (IEEE, American Institute of Physics, American Chemical

Society) publish their own guides.

While the majority of the editors specify a style guide to be followed,

31 of them do not. Evidently they feel that the instructions in the journal

or those available from the society are sufficient.

'Herein lies a good part of the reason that authors often ho.'ve to
wait so long for acceptance or rejection of an article submitted
to a professional journal for consideration. It isn't the editor
who is dragging his feet; it's the referees. Since making this
survey *I have attempted to reply more quickly when asked to
referee an article.



Potential contributors can read the requirements in these, look at

models (articles in the Journial), and apply a modicum oC good sense.

Material Received

10. Do you normally accept unsolicited articles from
authors wiho are not members of the society?

80 yes

3 No

2 No Response

85

You don't have to be a member of the society to publish in most of

these professional journels.

11. Do you solicit particular articles (from members
or others)?

15 Often

48 Occasionally

20 Never

2 No Response

85

Most editors will solicit articles from particular authors on sub-

jects of Interest, and some often do it.

12. About how many articles-are submitted per year?

13. About how many articles do you publish per year?

14. W~hat is the usual backlog of accepted articles
(with necessary revision) awaiting publication?

Responses to these questions are tabulated on Table 1. These are

estimates by the editors and tend to be round numbers - 40, 75, 150,

and such. Because of the considerable differences in the size of the,

19



circulation of the journals, the replies for journals in the seven cir-

culation categories are listed separately on Table I and the totals are

/- 1istei in the final column. The indicated number of submissions received

ranges from 35 to 3000; the number published ranges from 20 to 2000; and

the usual backlog of articles awaiting publication ranges from 0 to 400.

For the most part, backlogs are surprisingly low: 46 of the 66 editors

responding to this question indicated backlogs of 30 accepted articlas

or less, and only 11 of the 66 reported backlogs of 51 articles or more.

An attempt was made to analyze the replies in a variety of ways

but, perhaps because of the variations in scope, focus, circulation, and

frequency of issue, no significant trends were evident. Each editor

appears to publish what he can as soon as he can within the scope of

intended coverage and depending on the quantity and quality of the

material received, the size of the journal, and the frequency of issue.

Generally, the journals with the highest circulation (15,000 or more)

publish a substantially lower percentage of materials received (38.6Z)

than do those with lower circulation (59.3Z). But beyond this, little

generalization seems justified on the basis of the responses received.

Processing the Material

15. Do you acknowledge manuscripts as they are reeeived?

83 Yes

0 No

2 No response

16. What is the approximate time between receipt of a
manuscript and acceptance or rejection?

* - -~20
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17. What is the approximate time between first receipt
of a manuscript and publication?

Months Accept/ReWect Publish

1 13 0

2 18 5

3 20 4

4 9 6

5 10 5

6 6 10

7 3 4

8 2 10

9 1 8

10 0 5

11 0 3

"12 0 11

13 0 0

14 0 1

j 15 0 3

15 0 4 (Max. 22)

No Response 3 6

85 85

MEAN 3.37 8.32

Most editors are able both to accept or reject ar:icles and to

publish them in reasonable time despite delays in the refereeing process,

delays in revision by the author, processing problems, and backlogs. In

some cases, though, the time between the original submission and actual

/

•', 22

V V



publication is quite high (a year or more in 19 of the 79 journals from

which responses were received). In an area of rapidly developing

technology, this can be a matter of real concern.

18. What most often delays publication of a good
article?

As might be expected, the three reasons most
often listed were-

38 Referi e review

32 Author revision

16 Backlog (available space)

Other reasons mentioned by two or more editors
included-

5 Page charges

4 Processing

4 Review of proofs or galleys

4 Obtaining useable illustrations

2 Publication deadlines

19. Uhat are the most common reasons for rejecting articles

Submitted? 'Boxes were provided on this question for
the editor to check.)

Subject(63 Not suitable for the journal
4 Not timely

Coverage

39 Too shallow

8 Too exhaustive

39 Questionable validity

55 Questionable significance

23



26 Too long

4 Too short

Ptesentation

35 lad organization

4 Failure to follow style
guide

.. :- 3 Ineffective expression

11 Ineffective or unusable
illustrations

2Oher (Space was provided for any
other reasons the editor might
want to list. Twenty-eight of
the editors added one or more
additional reasons for rejection
which fell largely into three
general categories.)

Research itself - lack of originality, not first-rate
science, lack of novel ideas, not technically sound,
and others of this sort.

WrLtInS - bad writing, unintelligible English, write
better masnuscripts, and others.

OrLaauization and Presentation - results not supported,
data overkill, previous work not acknowledged, un-

S V supported conclusions, and others.

Thus, the six reasons most often listed were-

(63) (Subject) not suitable for journal

(55) (Coverage) questionable significance

(39) (Coverage) too shallow

(39) (Coverage) questionable validity

(35) (Presentation) bad organization

A (33) (Presentation) ineffective expression
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It should be noted that eight of the editors who did not check

boxes concerning the presentation of the material added notes to the effect

that organization, expression, and illustrations often were not acceptable

in the copy received,. but that theme were things that the author could

correct*

Editorial Comment

20. 'What is the most puzzling (or irritating) factor in
working with authors?

21. What is the most common mistake made by contributors?

22. What general advice would you give to contributors?

The last three questions on the survey were intended to elicit

editorial commnt on three different points, and to a large extent, they

did. Seventy-nine of the 85 editors responded to one or more of the three

questions, sometimes listing several main points in a single response.

But while some editors listed a given point as a puzzling or irritating

factor, others listed it as a common mistake, and others focused on correcting

that point in their general advice to contributors. And some editors

addressed the same point in their responses to all three questions (listing

it as a puzzling factor and a common mistake, and offering the advice that

it should be corrected). As a result, many of the subjects covered in the

responses to the three questions are similar. They are summrized below,

and the individual statements made by the editors are presented In Appendices

3, C, and D.

20. 'What is the most puzzling (or irritating) factor in
working with authors?

M~anuscript (8)

Failure to comply with guidelines or instructions

25
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Orauization and Presentation (6)

Failure to show significance of work

""Fsalure to see needs, interest, viewpoint of reader

Too long

Lack of organization

Trying to sell themselves and their organizations

Expression (14)

Elaborate verbosity, Jargon

Clarity, conciseness V
Carelessness (mechanics, spelling, punctuation)

Poor writing (abominable writerst)

Review Process (5)

Impatience

Failure to understand the system

Suniested Chans. (20)

Unwillingness to accept suggestions

(resentment of constructive criticism, "proud

parent syndrome", impugn the natures of reviewers,

failure to understand that the editor wants the

article to be read, appreciated, and understood)

Later Mechanics (12)

Delay in revision - seeming to lose interest

Delay in returning galleys

Missed deadlines
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21. What is the vast common mistake made by contributors?

Manuscript (21)

Failure to follow instructions for authors, style guide

Ortanization and Presentation (50)

Rambling - do not show problem, significance of results,

no sumary, failure to make a case

Failure to cite previous work

Too long - overly detailed information, too much detail
regarding trivial problems

Poor or unusable graphics

Inconsistent use of units

No mention of uncertainties or overall errors

Technical errors

Expression (8)

Lack of clarity, conciseness - try to write clearly,
not profoundly

Failure to wtite for the audience - use of highly
specialized terms

General (15)1

Unaware of the scope of the journal - look at a few

issues and see what we publish

Too PR oriented - tooting their own horns

Overestimating the quality of their own work

Insignificant papers - old work, not up to professional

standards

22. What general advice would you give to contributors?

Manuscript (27)

Follow the guidelines in the journal (and style manual)

27
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follow the format in the journal (references, figures)

Submit a clean manuscript - proof and check it; it's
.part of the job.

Orxanization and Presentation (18)

Think about the audience - their interests, show
significance to the reader and the field, emphasize
what is relevant

Cite appropriate related work - omit unnecessary
reference to your own

Cpand time on organization - state the problem,
s:Lgnificance, results

Dion't try to cram too much detail into an article

Expression (20)

Write clearly, distinctly, concisely - be specific

Avoid esoteric Jargon- revise several times before
submitting

Revision (7)

Get collegues to read and .comment

Put it in a drawer for 30-90 days - then revise

f 1Review Process and Suggested Changes (5)

Be patient with the review process

Follow reviewer comments - don't pester the editor

General (10)

Don't rush into print - a few good papers are better
than many bad ones

Take pride in what you submit -your reputation rides
with your contributions

Know your market - don't bother me with material that
isn't appropriate for our readers

.Submit only good technical results for publication
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IV Summary

Journals

The majority (58) of the 85 editors responding to the survey edit

Journals with circulations between 3000 and 15,000, as might be expected

in professional Journals in highly specialized technological areas within

the major disciplines. The focus of the Journals is primarily on basic

and applied research, theoretical development, applications, and new

developments in the field, with relatively little emphasis on society

activities, new products, and other peripheral topics. They are supported

primarily by subscription fees and page charges with only 19 drawing upon

the society treasury and 13 receiving advertising revenue.

Editors

Only 15 of the Journals employ full time editors, with the remainder

using part time editirs (half of whom are paid and half of whom are not).

The majority (71) have some help from one or two assistants.

Referees

Seventy-seven of the editors use referees regularly, four use them

some of the time, and only four do not use them at all. The usual

number of referees is two or three, but only 17 of the editors indicated

that they always accept the referees' judgment. All but one of the editors \

responding indicated that referees are readily available in their fields,

but only five indicated that response time from them is never a problem

(mean response time being 6.4 weeks).
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Guidance f or Authors

The majority of the journals print instructions f or authors on

manuscript preparation and submission in the journal itself, and about

half (43) have additional instructions available upon request. About

two thirds (54) specify a particular style guide, the overwhelming

majority (50) being guides produced by the sponsoring society.

Material Received

Only two of the editors indicated that they do not accept un-

- solicitcd material from authors who are not members of the sponsoring

society, and most (63) sometimes or often solicit materials from

members or others. The amount of material received each year varies

widely from journal to journal (minimum 35, maximum 3000 items), as

does the amount published (minimum 20, maximum 2000). Backlogs of

accepted articles awaiting publication vary from 0 to 400.

Processing the Material

All editors indicated that they acknowledge material asit is

received. The mean time Indicated to acceptance or rejection is 3.37

months (minimum 1, maximum 9) and the mean time to publication after

first receipt of a manuscript is 8.32 months (minimum 2, maximum 22).

The predominant reasons given for delay in publication were referee

review time, author revision time, and backlog (available space). The

most common reasons listed for rejection of material received were the

subject (not suitable for the journal), the coverage (questionable

significance, too shallow, or questionable validity), and the presen-

tation (bad organization or ineffective expression).
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Editor's Comment,

Editors stated that the most puzzling or irritating factors in work-

iug with authors relate to suggested changes (unwillingness to accept

them) and expression (verbosity, jargon, and simple carelessness). The

most common mistakes made by authors are concerned with the organization

and presentation of the material (failure to state a subject or problem

and show the significance of the results, excessive detail where it is not

needed, and failure to cite previous work) and failure to follow the in-

structions provided for preparation of the manuscript. The most common

advice that editors would give to the authors is to follow the guidelines

provided for preparation of the manuscript; to write clearly and con-

cisely; and to organize the material in a logical sequence (as problem,

significance, results, conclusion), omit unnecessary detail, and cite

approp-.ate related work (but omit unnecessary reference to their own).

N

I I\

31

.1;

Z

-777-



Appendix A

Journals Included in Survey Results

Acoustical Society of America

Journal of the Acoustical Society of America

Aerospace Medical Association

Aviation Soace and Environmental Medicine,

American Association of Physics Teachers

American Journal of Physics

American Astronautical Society, Inc.

The Journal of the Astronautical Sciences

The Astrophysical Journal No. 2, Parts I and 2

American Ceramic Society, Inc.

American Ceramic Society Bulletin

Journal of the American Ceramic Society

American Chemical Society

Journal of the American Chemical Society

Analytical Chemistry

Journal of Chemical and Engitneerint Data

"L Journal of Chemical Information & Computer Sciences

Chemical Reviews

Environmental Science and Technology

Journal of Organic Chemistry

Journal of Physical Chemical Reference Data
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American Geophysical Union

Journal of Geophysical Research

Reviews of Geophysics and Space Physics

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics

Astronautics and Aeronautics

American Institute of Biological Sciences .

Bio Science

American Institute of Chemical Engineers

AIChE Journal

American Institute of Physics

Applied Physics Letters

The Journal of Chemical Physics

Journal of Mathematical Physics

American Mathematical Association

*' Mathematics of Computation

American Meteorological Society A'

Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences

American Nuclear Society, Inc.

Nuclear Technoloay ;:

Nuclear Science and Engineering

American Physical Socloty

Physical Reviiw Letters

Physical Review B - Condensed Matter

Pyscal Reiew C - Nuclear Pysic
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American Physiological Society

"Journal of Avolied Physiology: Respiratory,
Environmental and Exercise Physiology

American Radio Relay League

K OST

American Society of Civil Engineer3

Proceedingseof the American Society of Civil
Engineers

"American Society for Information Science

Journal of the American Society for Information
Science

American .Society of Mechanical Engineers

"Tran3actions of the ASME: Journal of Mechanical
Design

Transactions of the ASME: Journal of Fluids
Engineering

"Transactions of the ASME: Jounral of Reat Transfer

Transactions of the ASME: Journal of Pressure
Vessel Technolox

American Society for Metals
~,jMta Progress

Scripta Metallurgica

American Society for Nondestructive Testing

Materials Evaluation

Amxeican Society for Quality Control, Inc.

Journal of Quality Technology
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American Society for Quality Control and American
Statistical Association

Technometrics

American Statistical Association

Journal of the American Statistical Association

American Vacuum Society

Journal of Vacuum Science and Technology

Audio Engineering Society

Journil of the Audio Engineering Society -Audio/
Acoustical Applications-

Biometric Society

Biometrics

Institute of Chemical Engineers

CEP - Chemical Enaineering Progress

Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers, Inc.

IEEE Journal of Oceanic Entineering-

IEEE Journal of Quantum Electronics

IEEE Trans on Acoustics, Speech & Sianal

Processing

IEEE Trans on Aerospace A Electronic Systems .....

IEEE Trans on Antennas & Propagation

IEEE Trans on Automatic Control

IEEE Trans on Biomedical Ensineering

IEEE Trans on Circuits & Systems

IEEE Trans on Communication

IEEE Trans on Components, Hybrids,
anuffacturing Tenique
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IEEE (Continued)

IEEE Trans on Education

IEEE Trans on Electromasnetic Compatibility

IEEE Trans on Industrial Electronics .
Control Instrumentation

IEEE Trans on Information Theory

IEEE Trans on Instrumentation & Measurement

IEEE Trans on Nucleer Science

IEEE Trans on Professional Communication

IEEE Trans on Reliability

IEEE Trans on Softvare Ennineerins

IEEE Trans on Vehicular Technology

Institute of Noise Control Engineering

Noise Control Engineering

Instrument Society of America

ISA Transactions

NMathematical Association of America, Inc.

Mathematics Mauazine

Metallurgical Society of AIME

Journal of Metals

Metallurgical Transactions A (Physical
Metallurgy j Materials Science)

National Academy of Sciences

Proceedinas of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America
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Operacions Research Society of America

Mathematics of Operations Research

Operations Research

Optical Society of America

Journal of the Optical Society of America

Sigma XI, The Scientific Research Society of N. America

American Scientist

Society for Applied Spectroscopy

Applied Spectroscopy

Society of Automotive Engineers, Inc.

Automotive Engineering'

Society for Computer Simulation

SCS

Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics

SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics

SIAM Journal on Computing

U. S. Strategic Institute \

Strategic Review
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Appendix 3

Replies to Question 20

What is the most 2uzzling (or irritating) factor
inv•-we inx with authors?

Lack of concise writing

Helmut A Abt The Astrophysical Journal No 2,
Parts 1 and 2

Too many engineers are abominable writers

John B Ballance Journal of Metals

Impatience - Many feel that a referee should stop everything
and concentrate on their paper

James H Bramble Mathematics of Coumutation /

a) Clarity of presentation
b) Incomplete, incorrect and improper reference citations
c) Refusal to make minor modifications suggested by

referees and editors necessary for acceptance

Dixon Callihan Nuclear Science & Engineering-

Delays in turning around proof

J S Cecishing ISA Transactions

Rejected authors who take rejections personally and impugn
motives of reviewers \.,

William E Collins IEEE Trans on Acoustics,
"Speech & Signal Processing

The length of time required for authors to make the revisions
necessary for publication of an article

Malcolm J Crocker Noise Control Engineering
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Their failure to state relevance of their (academic) work
to the development of the technical field and to applications
in the real world

Robert C Dean Jr Transactions of the ASME:
Journal of Fluids EnaincerinA

They won't follow instructions

Ralph A Evans IEEE Trans on Reliability

Really not too many
/~_

William G Fately Applied Spectroscopy

Technical papers - lack of follow-up on revisions, so papers
just wait
If they want it published, why don't they revise it quickly?
They seem to lose interest for some strange reason
Feature articles - Again, they're Sung ho to write an article,
and next thing you know you've waited six months for it

Linda K Gambaiani Materials Evaluation

No irritations yet (only 4 months on the job)

Joseph N Goodman Journal of the Optical Society of
America

Their arrogance

Morton Ramermesh Journal of Mathematical Physics

Not following instructions which are clearly printed on
inside cover of journal

j P V gobbs Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences -

Lack of organization/structure in papers

R J Joenk IEEE Trans on Professional Communication

Failure to follow manuscript Instructions

Robert H Kadlee AIChE Journal

3t
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Their lack of care in preparing manuscripts-revisions
submitted a few weeks after fir3t version arrived

Stephen Kahne IEEE Trans on Automatic Control

Their failure to follow clearly stated instructions on
manuscript preparation

David R Lide Jr Journal of Physical & Chemical
Reference Data

Mediating between referees' comments and author's
manuscript defense

John P Marbarger Aviation Space and Environmental
Medicine

That they refuse too often to read material
(i.e., instructions) sent to them by editor!

Peter Mark Journal of Vacuum Science & Technology

Failure to comply with instructions, delaying publication
(e.g., manuscript typing format, including required bio-
graphical information, etc.)

George F McClure IEEE Trans on Vehicular Technoloy

Authors who find it impossible to shorten their papers to

a reasonable length

Charles W. McLarnan Transactions of the ASME:
Journal of Mechanical Design

Lack of understanding of what the readership of the journal
is interested in

Charles T Meadow Journal of the American SocietZ for
Information Science

.,

Wedded to limp writing saill conditioned by working in a
big bureaucracy, the USAF being a prime example

John A Neubauer Astronautics & Aeronautics
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Poor writing skills or lack of concern for reader

William P Pierskalla Operations Research

There aren't any

Roy G Post Nuclear Technology

Most authors are reasonable, but approximately 5Z of authors
will not accept any negative criticism of their papers

William F Powers The Journal of the Astronautical
Sciences

Authors seem to forget that editors want the papers published
to be read, to be understood, and to be appreciated. In
other words, an editor shares the same goal with any author
(I assume authors want their own papers readl)

John S Rigden American Journal of Physics

None. I have written many papers myself and understand
authors' problems

Richard B Schulz IEEE Trans on Electromagnetic
Comoatibility

A tendency to over-elaborate, to use government-ese

I P Shea IEELU Trans on Nuclear Science

Their delay in revising papers

Herman Skolnik Journal of Chemical Information &
Computer Sciences

Slow response to referees' comments

2 M Sparrov Transactions of the ASME: Journal of
Heat Transfer

No single factor

J V Stout The Journal of Chemical Physics
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1. Rejection
2. Delay

Run S Sun IEEE Trans on Biomedical Eniineering

Slow response

C M Tapp IEEE Trans on Components, Hybrids, ,

ManufacturinR Technigue

Failure to agree with reasons for declination-and author
impatience with review period

Richard R Torrene Proceedings of the American Society
of Civil Enaineers

Authors who Insist on discussing their papers-especially
technical aspects--by phone

George L Trigg Physical Review Letters

Getting them to set manuscripts in on time

Anthony M Trozzolo Chemical Reviews

ERROGANCE. No one accepts the fact that he/she submitted a
"bad" paper

S J Vahaviolos Z Trans on Industrial Electronics
4 Control Instrumentation

Getting them to write clearly and concisely

Cheves Walling Journal of the American Chemical Society

Some impatient authors seem to be those least willing to
serve as referees on other manuscripts

John W Wilkinson Technometrics

Authors of the following comments preferred to remain anonymous

No comton theme. The most pronounced difficulty in our
journal is dealing with busy professionals who have
trouble complying with deadlines
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Authors sometimes lose Interest when asked for revisions

Authors sometimes arazed at editor if paper is rejected

Their inability to express themselves

Authors who continue to revise an article after it is accepted
for publication-sometimes even after it has been edited and
set in type

The occasional "difficult" personality

Missed deadlines, conflicts over use of our style In
their articles, and expensive changes at galley stage

Their carelessness

Their infinite patience with our editorial process

Submissions of manuscripts that clearly are far outside the
editorial or style guidelines of the journal

An insistance on retaining relatively simple and/or standard
material rather than concentratiLg on and expanding on his
own new contribution

All authors feel their papers are very important

Inadequate checking and proofreading of aanuscripts
Verbosity

Procrastination

Their resentment of constructive criticism

Authors are greatil

Many of them are trying to "sell themselves or their
organization and not concentrating on advancing the state
of the art

Excellent writers seem to be open to constructive criticism
and respond. positively to it. Less adept writers ofteninsist that their style is best and feel that the reviewerhas "fouled up" their manuscript

The "PROUD PARENT" syndrome

Failure to live up to a promise to have an article to us
by "X" date

No single factor, and of the full set of authors, there are
relatively few who are a problem. Overall, the reaction to
rejections is the most common problem
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Sowe authors include illegible handwritten symbols and
equations. Some expect the editors to supply a proof-
reading and spelling correction service

Their personal Involvemenc which leads them to believe
they are the best objective reviewers of their own
works

Authors' failure to understand needs of the audience of
our magazine

They fail to look at an article from point of view of
readers

Their not being at the address given--but on an extended
trip or sabbatical when we need to find them

Assumption that their paper is a good one despite reviewers'
criticisms

Ignoring specific recomndations by reviewers and/or
editors re revisions

Reluctance to accept reviewers' criticisms and revise as
suggested. Host authors, however, are really cooperative

The answer would require a long essay. One trouble is the /

unwillingness of some authors to accept suggestions for
revision when the manuscript Is not aetually rejected
outright

The presumption by authors that referees and editors are
merely obstacles in the way of publishing important and
urgent work

/4
/
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Appendix C

Replies to Question 21

What is the most common mistake made by contributors?

Failure to follow style requirements and need for double-
spacing

Relmut A Abt The Astrophysical Journal No 2,
Parts 1 a 2a

Bad syntax

John B Ballance Journal of Metals

They often do not state "the problem," its significance,
and results obtained clearly

William M Brown IEEE Trans on Aerosace & Electronic 4 k
Systems

a) Failure to follow instructions to authors
b) Inclusion of overly detailed information which could

be covered by reference to internal technical reports

* Dixon Callihan Nuclear Science & Ensineerine

Standard use of SI

-J S Cecishing ISA Transactions

Insufficient literature search indicative of prior work

William R Collins IEEE Trans on Acoustics, Speech '-

& Sianal Processinz

Lack of sufficient detail, background, or arguments in
their articles

Malcolm J Crocker Noise Control Enninverina
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Pr.oduclng academic work of little significance - a smal.
"twist"

Robert C Dean Jr Transactions of the AS__E: Journal
of Fluids Engineeriun

Submit too many papers involving complex trivial math/ .

stat about irrelevant problems

Ralph A Evans IEEE Trans an Reliability'

Incorrect references
Poor figures
Poor labeling

William G Fately Agplied Spectroscovy

Feature articles - failure to know our field and send me
totally irrelevant material. Plus too commercial, for
techuLcal papers this is also true--commercialism is dead
out with us, we can't afford any of it.

Linda K Gambalani Materials Evaluation

Overlooking other similar work already published

Joseph N Goodman Journal of the Outcl a oSe f
America

Failure of supply 2 copies of manuscript

Morton Haw 'pmesh Journal of Mathematical Physics

Failure to read the guide for manuscripts which appears on
the inside back cover of our magszine

George S Roadley IEEE Irans on Instrumentation
Measurement

To assume the reader knows too wtch about the author's
specialty

P V Hobbe Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences

Failure to reference prior art

John V Howard kpplied Optics
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Unabl, to understand the quality of their work

Wil~iam P Pierskalla Operations Research

Poor abstracts

Roy G Post Nuclear Technology

Do not make the length of the paper correspond to its
worth

William P Powers-The Journal of the Astronautical
Sciences

Sloppy scholarship

John S Rigden American Journal of thysics

Many fail to relate the significance of their contributious
to the overall field of the technical journal

Richard B Schulz IEEE Trans on Electromasnetic
Compatibilit-

Trying to make a paper too all-inclusive. Making

illustrations difficult to read when reduced

R P Shea IEEE Trans on Nuclear Science

Not writing a significaut paper. Too many papers I receive
are repetitive of what is already known and published

Herman Skolnik Journal of Chemical Information &
Coput er Sciences .

Submission of papers that are too long

E M Sparrow Transactions of the ASME: Journal of
Heat Transfer

Figures unsuitable for reprnduction

J W Stout The Journal of Chemical Physics
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Working in a vacuum

R J Joenk IEEE Trans on Professional Commnication

Paper too long

Robert H Kadled AIChE Journal

Technical error, lack of knowledge of existing literature

Stephen Kahne IEEE Trans on Automatic Control

failure to follow manuscript style as required

John P Marba.ger Aviation Space anLd Environmental
Medicine

Spelling, grammar. Very few people really know how to
write these days

Peter Mark Journal of Vacuum Science & Technology

failure to use proper citations for references (following
IEEE style guide)

George F McClure IEEE Trans on Vehiuular Technology

Too much length and an inadequate summary

Jj Charles V McLarnan Transactions of the ASME: Journal
o Mechanical Desian

Submitting poorly written material that would have a hard
time getting a B grade in school ..

Charles T Meadow Journal of the American Society for
Inf ormation Science

Not drawing a clear perspective on the subject

John A Neubauer Astronautics & Aeronautics

Lack of appreciation of what is likely to be read

Demetrius T Paris IEEE Trans on Education

*1 48
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Not up to the quality of the Journal publication standard -•

Hun S Sun IEEE Trans on Biomedical ;ngneerin-

Poor or incomplete references to previous work

C M Tapp IEEE Trans on Components, Hybrids, &
Manufacturing Technique

Incomplete references

Richard R Torrens Proceedings of the America: Society
of Civil EnRineers

a) Exceeding our length limit
b) References incomplete or improperly cited

George L Trigg Physical Review Letters

Do not read references carefully

S J Vahaviolos IEEE Trans on Industrial Electronics
& Control Instrumentation

Overestimating the significance of their work

LCheves Walling Journal of the American Chemical Society

Motivating their work seems to be given too little
attentionit_'__

John W Wilkinson Technometrics

Authors of the following comments preferred to remain anonymous

Material not presented in a logical nuuner

Insufficient analytical content or "aver scholarship"
with tons of irrelevan: footnotes

To try to publish mediocre papers

They sometimes submit articles that are e~ther too
public-relations-oriented (tooting their own horns)
or insufficiently applications-oriented

49
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They are unaware of the scope of the Journal

Not looking at the periodical they submit manuscripts to.
By tailoring the article to needs of magazine, they have
more chance of acceptance

Ov.restimating the audience's knowledge of special
terý-.nology and.background, resulting in inappropriate
level of presentation

Inadequate abstracts and introductions

Did not examine journal to determine proper format for
submission

1) Poor proofreading of manuscript
2) Poor literature search
3) Poor figures
Haste !

Not following Journal's required format

Poor organization of material

Sloppy drawings/lettering

Lack of references to previous work

Professors tend to get too heavy in theory

Not studying the audience and the direction or scope of
the publication beforehand

Not reading instructions. Not reading Journal related 7
material for ideas on presentation

Insufficient attention to figures

Lack of adherence to our publication requirements

Some authors prepare figures in the usual 81& x II format,
-but do not consider thrc. the figures must also be legible

when reduced to final printed size

Improper format

Don't seem to have studied past issues to see what types of
articles we publish

Inconsistency in use of SI units, metric systems-if used
at all. Often a misuse of tables-lists are not tables.
Graphics are usually poor quality
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Failure to follow style guide (e.g., single spaced manu-

scripts, manuscripts on both sides of page, poor illus-
trations, etc)

Obviously over-length manuscripts (We have a 3 journal page
limit)

Failure to position article carefully, both in terms of its
development and its contribution

All types of mistakes are made. I cannot think'of a "most
common" one

1) Not checking editorial requirements of the magazine and
its audience

2) Writing to an academic audience rather than practitioners

Incomplete information to make good case for presentation

They are too taken with the material they obtain In surveys

Lack of clarity in presentation

1) Failure to follow Journal format
2) Failure to write concisely

a) Do not read instructions to contributors
b) Do not cite purity of materials and source
c) Do not give uncertainties and over-all errors

Failure to provide clear concise reasons in the introduction
for undertaking the work and indicating its significance to
the acientific community and readers of the JournalIi I do not believe that there is "a most common mistake"
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Appendix D

Replies to Question 22

What general advice would you offer to contributors?

Look at recent issues of the journal and emulate the style

Helmut A Abt The Astrophysical Journal No 2,
Parts I and 2

1) Contact editor by telephone before submitting a
manuscript

2) Consider more carefully how to reach out and grab the
attention of the reader

John B Ballance Journal of Metals

Put more effort into p-esentation

James H Bramble Mathematics of Comput~ition

State problem, significance and results clearly, and write
paper clearly and concisely

William M Brown IEEE Trans on Aerospace & Electronic
Systems ,

a) Clarity of presentation
b) Attention to details of preparation
c) Distinction between detailed Information required

for a laboratory report vs condensation for journal
publication

Dixon Callihan Nuclear Science & g nneerin

When the author has been notified that the article has
been accepted for publication, the author must be prepared
to allow the time required to respond to editor's requests

J S Cecishing ISA Transactions
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Avoid purely theoretical articles

William E Collins IEEE Trans on Acoustics, Speech,
& gnal Processing

Choose your research carefully so that it is truly y
significant

Robert C Dean Jr Transactions of the ASME: Journal
of Fluids Engineering

Look at some example papers previously published in the
journal

William G Fately Applied Spectroscopy

Seems simple, but KNOW YOUR MARKET. Why bother me with ",
material that isn't appropriate to our readers?

Linda K Gambaiani Materials Evaluation

Write concisely

Joseph N Goodman Journal of the Optical Society of
America

1 .°

Try to write clearly, not "profoundly"

M•rton Hamermesh Journal of Mathematical Physics

Boil it downl

George 3 Hoadley IEEE Trans on Instrumentation \
Measurement

Rewrite articles several times before submission; seek advice
of colleagues skilled in writing

P V Hobbs Journal of the Atmospheric Sciences / -

"1) Put manuscript in a drawer for 30-90 days, then read and
revise

2) Be aware of current literature

R J Joenk IEEE Trans on Professional Comimunication
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Write concisely and follow instructions

Robert H Kadlee AIChE Journal

Don't "rush into print." One good paper each 2 years is
better than 11 weak ones each year

Stephen Kahne IEEE Trans on Automatic Control

Please study instructions to authors in preparing your
manuscript

John'P Marbarger Aviation Soace and Environmental
Medicine

Please follow accepted style procedures dictated by copy
editors
Please obey new copyright law

Peter Mark Journal of Vacuum Science & Technology

Communicate with editors early on questions of format and
procedure to avoid unnecessary delays for rework

George P HcClure IEEE Trans on Vehicular Technology

Have paper reviewed by £ competent technical writer before
submittal

Charles W McLarnan Transactions of the ASME: Journal '9
of Mechanical Design

find an article in the journal you like and pattern yours
after it in style. If you don't find any you like, you are
considering the wrong journal

Charles T Meadow Journal of the American SocietZ for'
Information Science

Think about the audience and how many people take more than
20 minutes for ay publcation .u.

John A Neubauer Astronautics & Aeronautics

Put yourself in your readers' shoes

Demetrius T Paris IEEE Trans or- Education
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Take strong pride in what they submit, since their good or
bad personal reputation rides with their contribution

Williar P Pierskalla Operations Research

Spend more time organizing report. Assign higher priority
to revisions

Roy G Post Nuclear Technology

The usual guidelines of defining the problem clearly,
making use of existing references, and giving a concise,
clear presentation

William F Powers The Journal of the Astronautical
Sciences

1) Avoid the problems mentioned in 19 and 21
2) Be patient with the review process. However, do not

hesitate to contact the editor after undue delay

Richard B Schulz IEEE Trans on Electromaxnetic
Compatibility

Concentrate on truly novel contributions and hold non-
essentials to an acceptable minimum. Write clearly, lucidly,
to the point

R P Shea IEEE Trans on Nuclear Science

Emphasize what is new relative to what is known, and point
out clearly the significance of the new. Review briefly the
relevant literature. Do not make a production of what is
known already

Herman Skolnik Journal of Chemical Information &
Computer Sciences

Maintain paper length within given guidelines
Subject matter should have a high degree of novelty

E M Sparrow Transactions of the ASHE: Journal of Heat
Transfer

Read the Journal

J W Stout The Journal of Chemical Physics

+
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Referees" comments - usually sent without identification
of the referees

Run S Sun IEV.2 Trans on Biomedical Ejstneerins

Library research

C H Tapp IEEE Trans on Components, Hybrids, & Manu-
facturinR Technique,

Follow our readily available authors' guide to style, figure
and reference requirements

Richard R Torrens Proceedinns of the American Society
of Civil Enstgeers

Read the Style Manual and pay close attention to the rults
it sets forth

Georse L Trigg Physical Review Letters

Follow the procedure outlined in "Suggestions to Authors"

Anthony H Trozzolo Chemical Reviews

Follow publication rules, know your related work and write
short papers. If your paper is not accepted, ask the Editor
why in a poli--. manner

S J Vahaviolos IEEE Trans on Industrial Electronics &
Control Instrumentation

When starting to write up results, think of the journal
most suited, then write accordingly-perhaps re-reading
guidelines and a manuscript or two

John V Wilkinson Technometrics

Authors of the following coments preferred to remain anonymous

Pay as sach attention to the presentation of work as to
its origination. Treat the journal review process as a
necessary part of a research project and not just as an
obstacle. Proofread and check manuscript and page proofs
very carefully
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Send queries about article idea and suitability before
submitting manuscript. Study the general style And format
oC target journal and adapt your article accordingly
before submitting

Only consider publishing good papers. At a good university,
the number of publications is not that important-it is the
overall contribution of the research (in the opinion of
peers) that really counts!

Read our journal and follow instructious in our "Lnformation
for Authors"

Assume that you are writing about recent findings in your
field for an interested (lawyer) friend. Avoid technical
detail, jargon, and special forms, and make sure the
significance of the findings is clear to those outside
the field

Don't be shy about publishing beautiful and well written
works

Apply to the manuscript the same care applied to the
experiment

Write clearly; have a non-expert criticise the manuscript
before submission

Follow our "Instructions for Authors"

Omit unnecessary references to author's own work, especially
company reports

Submit only good technical results for publication

Be specific, concise and lucid

Be concise

Be prepared to rewrite, or revo: manuscript

Most know more than they think. \They do and should share
with peers through publication

Follow instructions

Work with your editor and use an tline or letter of
inquiry first

Send their second-rate papers to some other journal

Read the instructions in the journal and read our Style
Manual. Look at recent issues of the journal to inform
yourself of the practices of the journal
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If you have an article in mind, call the editor and talk
it over. At this stage, the phone in the moat effective
means of commwrication

Submit a paper only after it has been gone over.2-3 times
and subjected to some kind of informal "internal" review
by friends or colleagues

Write the publisher first, inquiring as to the interest
and guidelines for preparation of the manuscript

Check with editor on editorial needs and direction prior
to writing or submission

Throw your survey away when you write your article. Ask
yourself why reader should read this. Is it interesting?
Does it give examples? Can it be easily understood?

Read instructions to contributors

Avoid cliches, too such esoteric jargon-make sure that
what is written is logical, follows a logical seiuence-
don't rely on other articles for references-too many
errors here

lead and follow the editorial policy that. appears in the

January issue

Pay attention to items cited in 021 and write simply and
concisely

Have something important to say and say it as clearly and
succinctly as possible, with due regard to the advice
given in our "Information to Contributors"

Study the journal to which your article will be submitted
and write for the readers of that journal. Write the
abstract LAST. An effective introduction citing reasons
for undertaking the reported work is very important

1) Read instructions carefully
2) Read related articles in same journal, noting style

Sand organization
3) Read reviews carefully. Allow time for digestion of

comments. If the reviewer has made incorrent state-
ments, study your manuscript to see if you can clarify
the point for the reviewer
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19. (Continued)

Mfost have paer time editors of whom half receive some payment for their effort. ,'

AU but four of the editors use referees regularly, but only 17 indicated that they ...
always accept the referes' judgements. All supply Instructions for authors, and about
two thirds specify a style guide. ALL but two accept unsolicited material from authors
who are not members of the sponsoring society, and most sometimes solicit materials.
The most common reasons given for rejection of material were the subject (not suitable
for the journal), the coverage (questionable significance, too shallow, or questionable
validity), and the presentation (bad organization or ineffective expression).

The most pUz1ing or irritating factors in working with authors relate to suggested
changes and to expression. The most cmmon mistakes are in the organization and pre-
sentation of the material and failure to follow instructions provided for preparation
of ma•nsc:ipts. The most common advice the editors would Sive Is to follow guidelines
provided for preparation of manuscripts, to write concisely, and to present only
material that will be of interest to readers in a logical sequence with proper citation
of related work.
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